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Abstract. Ventenata is an annual grass that has invaded agricultural and wildland settings in the Inland Pacific
Northwest, causing economic and ecological losses. We know little about producers’ perceived risks and management of ventenata. We present results of surveys in 2011 and 2014 targeting producers across affected counties in
Idaho and Washington. Awareness of ventenata and costs to producers increased across that time interval. Respondents attending ventenata Extension events adopted recommended management strategies more than those who
did not attend. Our study documents the importance of continued integrated pest management research in concert
with stakeholder engagement and education.

INTRODUCTION
Researchers of invasion biology have increasingly recognized
the importance of human perception when battling invasive
species (Kemp et al., 2017; Simberloff et al., 2013). Research
development, outreach, and management approaches
should consider the influence of stakeholders’ perspectives
in the awareness, spread, and control of invasive species
(Garcia-Llorente et al., 2008).
Ventenata [Ventenata dubia (Leers) Coss.] is a nonnative annual grass that has invaded much of the Inland Pacific
Northwest (PNW) and northern Rocky Mountains (Alomran et al., 2019). It can displace perennial grasses in Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) land, pastures, rangelands,
and hay fields, often causing large reductions in yield and
limiting access to export markets (Fountain, 2011; Jones et
al., 2018; Wallace & Prather, 2011). Given its ability to successfully invade various agricultural and wildland systems,
ventenata’s current range is likely smaller than its potential
range. Thus, ventenata will continue to present management
challenges and costs.
Despite the risk of ventenata, the role of producers in
its management remains undeveloped. Specifically, little is
known about perception, costs, and management decisions
of producers regarding ventenata. Understanding perspectives and practices is critical to development of effective weed
management programs (Kelley et al., 2013). To help direct
research and Extension efforts, we performed two surveys of
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producers in Idaho and Washington in 2011 and 2014. The
primary objectives were to understand:
• Producers’ awareness and risk perceptions of ventenata
• Producers’ perceived costs of ventenata infestation
• Producers’ management strategies and their perceived efficacy
• If Extension programming on ventenata management techniques were adopted
• If and how producers’ perception and management
differed across agricultural systems (small grains,
grass hay, alfalfa, improved pasture, CRP)

METHODOLOGY
STUDY AREA

The study was conducted in 14 rural counties in eastern
Washington and northern Idaho, encompassing 68,096 km2
and a population of approximately 875,000 (Figure 1). The
region’s economy relies heavily upon agricultural production
systems, including small grain crops, grass hay, alfalfa, perennial pasture, and CRP land. We chose these counties because
they have high ventenata infestation and were focal areas for
ventenata-specific Extension efforts.

Jones, Wallace, Painter, Pavek, and Prather

Figure 1. County distribution of ventenata, surveyed counties, and Extension events in Idaho, Oregon, and Washington.
Distribution of ventenata (all shaded counties) is based on a survey of natural resources professionals in 2011 (Pavek et al.,
2011). Washington counties targeted by the survey were Asotin, Pend Oreille, Spokane, and Whitman. Idaho counties targeted
were Adams, Benewah, Bonner, Clearwater, Idaho, Kootenai, Latah, Lewis, Nez Perce, and Washington.

PRODUCER SURVEY

We designed a survey of topics important to both producers
and Extension educators that focused on:
• Ventenata awareness and risk perception
• Impacts and costs of ventenata infestation
• Management practices and perceived efficacy
• The role of Extension efforts
The survey was developed and tested with regional producers who collaborated on our Western Sustainable Agriculture Research and Extension grant. Testing the survey
involved producers assessing completeness and clarity of
the survey with subsequent changes made according to their
suggestions prior to distribution. We purchased a random,
targeted sample of 1,415 producer addresses in 2011 from
Survey Sampling, Inc., and we used the Dillman method for
survey contacts (Dillman et al., 2009). We mailed an introductory letter with the survey (see Appendix A) and a photograph of ventenata to producers in March 2011. A reminder
postcard was mailed one week later, followed by another
copy of the survey one week after that. We obtained a 41.3%
response rate (563 completed or partially completed surveys
out of 1,362 eligible respondents, with 53 no longer farming).
We used the information provided from the initial survey to guide research and Extension activities over the next
three years. Specifically, integrated pest management (IPM)
Journal of Extension		

field studies were performed in CRP and grass hay settings
and results were disseminated through 18 Extension workshops or field days throughout the PNW (Wallace et al., 2015;
Mackey, 2014).
We sent a follow-up survey in spring 2014 to the respondents who submitted eligible surveys in 2011 using the
same mailing sequence. The follow-up survey (Appendix B)
included questions from the initial survey and also addressed:
• Attendance at Extension events with information
on ventenata
• Consideration and adoption of specific management techniques for controlling ventenata in CRP,
grass hay, and pasture
In the follow-up survey we obtained a 54.8% response
rate (291 completed or partially completed surveys out of
531 eligible respondents, with an additional 32 no longer
farming). The response rates from both surveys met expectations based on the threshold effect of survey length and
similar surveys about weeds (Jepson et al., 2005; Johnson et
al., 2011).
ANALYSIS

To compare response distributions of categorical data with
more than one variable, we used chi-squared tests of contingency tables at the 0.05 significance level to evaluate the
hypothesis of no association among variables. In specific
Volume 60, Issue 2 (2022)
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instances, interesting outcomes are presented when near the
0.05 significance level and the exact probability is included
with the results. To analyze respondents’ estimates of infestation and yield reduction, we performed a beta regression
with a logit link function. Post hoc tests were performed
using linear hypothesis testing. We estimated producer monetary losses from infestation using Idaho prices from the
National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) and reported
yields from survey results.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
VENTENATA AWARENESS AND RISK PERCEPTION

Results from the initial survey showed that although fewer
than half of respondents had heard of ventenata, slightly more
than half had seen it (Table 1). More respondents saw ventenata in the follow-up survey (69%) than in the initial survey
(56%) (χ2 = 15.99, p ≤ .01). Although it is hard to separate
the impact of the initial survey on observation, the data were
consistent with research suggesting ventenata was undergoing rapid range expansion and becoming more abundant in
areas where it previously existed at low densities (Jones et al.,
2018; Pavek et al., 2011; Wallace et al., 2015; Anicito, 2013).

From both surveys, a majority of respondents who had
heard of ventenata reported they would be very concerned if
ventenata established itself on their property (Table 1). Additionally, most respondents considered control to be very or
somewhat important (Table 1). There was no difference in
either opinion between years (concern χ2 = 1.12, p = .57; control χ2 = 3.1, p = .54).
A summary of producer responses indicated that people
heard about and saw ventenata more often in pasture, timothy hay, grass hay, CRP, and non-crop areas, more so than
in alfalfa or Kentucky bluegrass. Interestingly, the reported
awareness of ventenata was lower in 2014 than in 2011 for
each production system (Table 2). Even so, results from both
surveys were similar in terms of how ventenata awareness
ranked across field types.
IMPACTS AND COSTS OF VENTENATA INFESTATION

In 2011, 54% of respondents reported experiencing increased
costs (<$10/ac) due to ventenata and 22% reported larger
increased costs (>$10/ac). Most respondents with ventenata reported that ventenata caused them to alter management techniques. Reported costs increased for people’s

Table 1. Ventenata Awareness and Perception from the Initial (2011) and Follow-Up (2014) Surveys

Survey question
Heard of ventenata?*
Seen ventenata in your county?*
Level of concern if ventenata
established on your property?

How important is ventenata
control on your property?

Has ventenata increased
business costs?*
Has ventenata altered
management?

Response

2011

2014
% (n)

Yes

47 (262)

73 (209)

No

53 (295)

27 (76)

Yes

56 (307)

70 (194)

No

44 (245)

30 (85)

Very concerned

61 (191)

57 (156)

Somewhat concerned

37 (114)

40 (109)

Not concerned

2 (6)

3 (7)

Very important

57 (151)

64 (106)

Somewhat important

35 (91)

29 (48)

Neither

4 (11)

5 (9)

Somewhat unimportant

3 (7)

1 (2)

Very unimportant

1 (2)

1 (1)

Yes (>$10/acre)

22 (54)

42 (67)

Yes (<$10/acre)

54 (131)

32 (50)

No

24 (58)

26 (41)

Yes

69 (170)

74 (129)

No

31 (76)

26 (42)

Note. Asterisks indicates questions where response patterns differed significantly between 2011 and 2014
(Chi-squared p ≤ .05).
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Table 2. Awareness of Ventenata from the Initial (2011) and Follow-Up (2014) Surveys by Land Use

Heard it was weedy
Field type

2011

2014
% (n)

Saw it was weedy

χ2

p

2011

2014
% (n)

χ2

p

Kentucky bluegrass

54 (70)

35 (45)

11.2

<.01

48 (67)

35 (47)

4.8

.04

Pasture

85 (148)

65 (102)

17.3

<.01

89 (200)

69 (138)

26.5

<.01

Timothy hay

64 (92)

43 (61)

12.3

<.01

64 (115)

45 (67)

12.7

<.01

Grass hay

82 (146)

58 (90)

24.2

<.01

87 (186)

64 (116)

26.5

<.01

CRP

85 (141)

55 (107)

17.8

<.01

84 (177)

69 (130)

13.5

<.01

Alfalfa

52 (71)

32 (47)

11.1

<.01

49 (78)

36 (53)

5.5

.02

Non-crop areas

87 (151)

71 (112)

11.4

<.01

90 (206)

74 (138)

18.8

<.01

Note. CRP refers to the Conservation Reserve Program.

Table 3. Estimates of Ventenata Infestation and Crop Yield Reduction from the Initial (2011) and Follow-Up
(2014) Surveys in Different Production Systems

Production system

Average percent
estimated infestation (± SE)
2011

2014

Pasture

25.4a (2.2)

Kentucky bluegrass

18.3a (4.1)

Timothy hay

27.9a (4.3)

Grass hay

26.8a (2.4)

CRP

Average percent estimated
crop yield reduction (± SE)
2011

2014

25.6a (2.7)

30.3a (2.8)

27.2a (3.0)

16.1a (3.2)

20.1ab (5.5)

17.1a (3.8)

27.3a (5.2)

30.1a (4.8)

29.1a (6.3)

27.8a (2.9)

26.0ab (2.8)

29.5a (3.5)

21.7a (2.3)

20.0a (2.5)

29.5ab (5.2)

29.1a (5.1)

Wheat

18.8a (4.7)

—

16.6b (5.4)

—

Alfalfa

22.0a (4.0)

—

16.7ab (3.7)

—

Note. CRP = Conservation Reserve Program. Superscript letters indicate field types that are significantly different
in the given year (p ≤ .05). Dashes indicate data was not obtained.

businesses between 2011 and 2014 (χ2 = 23.608, p < .01),
primarily because 47% of people initially reporting a small
cost increase subsequently reported a large cost increase.
However, there was no change in the percentage of people
reporting they were forced to alter their management techniques between 2011 and 2014 (χ2 = 1.99, p = .16). Pre- and
post-survey results are compared in Table 1.
To better understand what types of production systems
were most heavily affected by ventenata, we asked respondents to report the percent infestation and yield reduction
in their fields (Table 3). Estimates of infestation and yield
reduction were similar in 2011 and 2014. Higher management costs occurred in pasture, grass hay, and CRP. These
systems also had the highest rates of ventenata observations
and largest yield reductions. Loss estimates based on Idaho
prices and yields of grass hay equaled $89/ac in 2011 and
$100/ac in 2014, as calculated using NASS data and our surJournal of Extension		

vey results. For context, on average, 54% of respondents had
ventenata in 2014. If those respondents typify Idaho grass
hay producers, then as much as 54% of the grass hay (164,000
ac) could become infested, translating to a potential loss of
$16 million/year using 2014 NASS data.
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND PERCEIVED EFFICACY

The initial survey asked about the diversity and success of
management practices producers use to control ventenata.
Herbicide application was a common technique and considered highly effective (Table 4). Nearly half of respondents
using herbicides used metribuzin or glyphosate, but they
used over 25 different herbicides (Figure 2). Because there
was no consensus on which herbicides were most effective,
educational resources require guidance for herbicide use in
combination with other IPM techniques (e.g., Wallace &
Prather, 2016).
Volume 60, Issue 2 (2022)
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Table 4. Methods of Ventenata Control and Effectiveness of
Control Measures in 2011 Survey

Control method

Method used

Method considered
most successful
% (n)

Crop rotation

26 (59)

10 (19)

Cultivation

46 (112)

18 (35)

Fertilization

16 (43)

4 (9)

Grazing modification

10 (28)

1 (2)

Herbicides

65 (152)

49 (86)

Mowing

60 (149)

13 (20)

In the follow-up survey, respondents were asked whether
they adopted or considered adopting specific management
practices, all of which were discussed at Extension events
(Table 5). Herbicide application was the most common
method of ventenata control in timothy or grass hay, CRP,
and pasture. Prescribed burning in CRP and pasture was not
a common practice, nor was cutting timothy hay to a height
of four inches to make timothy more competitive against
ventenata. However, IPM research suggests that both methods successfully control ventenata (Mackey, 2014). Future
Extension efforts should highlight the efficacy of burning
and increasing the cutting height of timothy.
In both surveys, respondents were asked to estimate
the level of control they achieved across their production
systems. Results indicated that more respondents reported
75% or greater control in 2014 compared to 2011, and fewer
respondents reported <50% control after Extension programming (Figure 3). Future research should seek to find

control solutions that balance effort, cost, and effectiveness
through stakeholder engagement.
THE ROLE OF EXTENSION EFFORTS

Both surveys asked respondents if they accessed Extension
or educational materials related to ventenata. More people
had accessed such materials in 2014 (28%) compared to 2011
(13%) (χ2 = 31.86, p < .01). In the intervening time, 17% of
respondents attended at least one of the 18 Extension events
offered in the region. Individuals who attended events were
more likely to report experiencing ventenata related losses of
more than $10/ac (60%) than those who did not attend (30%)
(χ2 = 10.91, p < .01). Producers appeared more engaged in
management solutions after experiencing losses due to
invasion. This is consistent with other studies suggesting
that first-hand experience influences perceptions regarding
the importance of invasive species management (Fischer &
Charnley, 2012; Johnson et al., 2011). Therefore, Extension
efforts should encourage people to adopt preventative measures by increasing awareness of the negative impacts of ventenata.
Attending Extension events increased consideration
or adoption of management techniques across production
systems (Table 5). In timothy or grass hay, individuals who
attended an Extension event were more likely to cut their hay
to four inches (χ2 = 3.10, p = .08) or to apply an herbicide
(χ2 = 5.23, p = .02) than those who did not attend (Table 5). In
combination, these treatments drastically reduce ventenata
cover (Mackey, 2014). For those with CRP land, attendees
were more likely to burn their fields in the spring (χ2 = 3.18,
p = .07) or to consider mowing and spraying in combination
(χ2 = 4.41, p = .04) to control ventenata than those who did
not attend (Table 5). In pasture systems, attendees were more

Figure 2. Herbicides used for ventenata control by respondents in 2011 survey.
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Table 5. Impacts of Attendance at Ventenata-Specific Extension Workshops and Field Days on Management Techniques in Different
Field Types

Adopted technique
Did not
attend

Attended
Technique

Considered technique
Significant

Did not
attend

Attended

% (n)

Significant

% (n)

Timothy or grass hay
4 in. harvest height

43 (11)

17 (8)

Fertilize in fall (P, K) and spring (N)

52 (17)

48 (18)

Apply herbicide

93 (26)

76 (34)

11 (2)

11 (3)

*
*

15 (2)

30 (9)

30 (3)

55 (16)

91 (10)

84 (26)

37 (7)

20 (5)

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP)
Fall burn
Spring burn

32 (6)

11 (3)

35 (6)

16 (4)

Mow and apply herbicide

71 (17)

60 (21)

*

91 (10)

56 (10)

Apply fertilizer

50 (11)

37 (10)

31 (4)

39 (9)

Fertilize and apply herbicide

64 (14)

59 (23)

58 (7)

63 (15)

*

Pasture
Fall burn

11 (3)

8 (3)

19 (3)

32 (10)

Spring burn

12 (3)

14 (5)

29 (5)

33 (10)

50% livestock utilization

75 (21)

69 (27)

79 (11)

76 (13)

Fertilize and apply herbicide

79 (23)

58 (22)

73 (11)

79 (22)

*

Note. Asterisks represent a significant difference in response rates between individuals who attended workshops and field days versus those
who did not attend (two-tailed t-test p ≤ .05).

Figure 3. Self-reported levels of ventenata control by respondents from the initial
(2011) and follow-up (2014) surveys.
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likely to use herbicides and fertilizers in combination (χ2 =
4.37, p = .04) or herbicides and cattle rotation in combination
(χ2 = 4.22, p = .04) than those who did not attend (Table 5).
Our results show that respondents were more likely to adopt
or consider suggested management techniques after attending an Extension event, supporting the idea that producers
have confidence in Extension education. The confidence corresponds with results from Prokopy et al., (2015) who found
that agricultural advisors consider Extension educators to be
one of the most trustworthy sources for information. Furthermore, it demonstrated the efficacy of Extension efforts
in terms of changing people’s attitudes and behaviors (Diem,
2003).

CONCLUSIONS
Our work indicates a high level of awareness and concern
about ventenata invasion across a variety of land use types.
Additionally, attendees at Extension events were more likely
to consider or adopt IPM practices to control ventenata.
Stakeholder engagement, through surveys and outreach
events, provided opportunities to guide research objectives
and disseminate educational materials. Because a proactive
approach limits infestation rates and associated control costs,
our results imply that Extension educators can reduce costly
impacts by targeting stakeholders in vulnerable regions (Wilson et al., 2011).
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APPENDIX A. VENTENATA CONTROL PRACTICES SURVEY
The invasive grass, Ventenata, which is also known as North Africa Grass is a non-native plant that has established itself in the
Pacific Northwest in the past ten years. It primarily affects fields which grow hay and alfalfa, or are used for pasture or CRP. The
purpose of this study is to assess the prevalence of the weed in the Inland Northwest, as well as to document the management
practices currently in use to control the weed. Your participation in this study will help us improve management practices to
control this invasive weed.
Please refer to the color picture included with this survey. The picture is of Ventenata, and all of the questions on this survey
refer to this plant.
1. Have you heard of the grass, Ventenata (sometimes called North Africa Grass), prior to receiving this survey?
_____
_____

Yes
No

2. Have you seen the weed Ventenata growing anywhere in your county, whether in your fields, on other farms, or along
roadsides?
_____
_____

Yes  Go to the next question
No  Go to Q20, page 7

3. Where have you seen Ventenata growing? (Please mark all that apply)
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Along roadsides
In pastures
In rangeland
Present in CRP acres
Weedy in CRP acres
Present in grass hay acres
Weedy in grass hay acres
Other ______________________________

4. To the best of your knowledge is Ventenata a weed in any of the following crops or situations (either in your fields or
the fields of others)? (Please mark all that apply).
Field Type

I have heard of it in
I have seen it in these
these fields (Circle one)
fields (Circle one)

Wheat

Yes No

Yes

No

Pasture

Yes No

Yes

No

Kentucky Bluegrass

Yes No

Yes

No

Timothy Hay

Yes No

Yes

No

Grass Hay

Yes No

Yes

No

CRP (Conservation Reserve Program)

Yes No

Yes

No

Alfalfa

Yes No

Yes

No

Non-crop areas (waste areas/roadsides/
equipment yard)

Yes No

Yes

No

Grapes

Yes No

Yes No

5. If Ventenata became established on your property how concerned would you be?
_____
_____
_____

Very concerned
Somewhat concerned
Not concerned
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6. Is Ventenata growing on your property?
_____
_____

Yes  Go to next question
No  Go to Q20, Page 7

7. In what year did Ventenata begin growing on your property? _______
8. How important is Ventenata control on your property?
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Very important
Somewhat important
Neither important nor unimportant
Somewhat unimportant
Very unimportant

9. How much of a problem is Ventenata relative to other weeds on your property?
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Much more of a problem
Slightly more of a problem
The same level of a problem as other weeds
Slightly less of a problem
Much less of a problem

10. What methods of control have you used on your property?
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Cultivation
Mowing
Modifying grazing methods
Herbicides: please specify type used __________________________
Fertilization
Crop rotation: which crop did you rotate to after growing the affected crop?

________________________
11. In what year did you begin controlling for Ventenata? (If you do not control for Ventenata, please leave blank).
_____________________
12. If you control for Ventenata mechanically, how much time do you spend annually on control? _____________ hours
13. If you control Ventenata chemically, what are the chemical costs per year for control? $_________________
14. How frequently do you control for Ventenata?
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Every year
Every other year
Rarely
I’ve done it once
Never

15. Which methods have been the MOST successful at reducing Ventenata, if any?
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
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16. What percent control have you achieved on your property?
_____
_____
_____
_____

Greater than 90% control
About 75% control
About 50% control
Less than 50% control

17. Which crops has Ventenata affected on your property? (Please enter 0% if it does not appear in that field type)
Estimated Percent
Infestation in Fields

Estimated Percent
Reduction in Yield

Wheat

%

%

Pasture

%

%

Kentucky Bluegrass

%

%

Grass hay

%

%

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP)

%

%

Alfalfa

%

%

Other ________________

%

%

Other ________________

%

%

Crop/Field Type

Timothy Hay

18. Has Ventenata increased costs to your business in the affected crops?
_____
_____
_____

No
Yes, a little bit
Yes, a great deal

19. Has Ventenata altered how you manage your operation?
_____
_____
_____

No
Yes, a little bit
Yes, a great deal

20. Is Ventenata control required by FSA in your county?
_____
_____
_____

No
Yes
I don’t have CRP

21. Has Ventenata in pasture caused you to take any of the following actions?
_____
_____
_____
_____

I don’t have Ventenata in pasture
Alter stocking rates
Change rotations
Other __________________________________________

22. Have you accessed any Extension related products or educational materials related to Ventenata?
_____
_____

No
Yes
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23. How would you prefer to receive information on Ventenata management from Extension?
_____
_____
_____
_____

Publications
Website
Field days/demonstrations
Other__________________________________________

24. What type of crops/livestock do you currently have on your operation?
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Wheat
Corn
Pasture for cattle
Pasture for sheep
Pasture for horses
Kentucky Bluegrass seed
Alfalfa
CRP
Peas
Grass hay
Other _______________________________________

25. How many acres do you have under production (whether owned or leased)? _____ acres
26. How many years have you been involved in agricultural production? _____ years
Do you have any additional comments you’d like to share?
Thank you for your time. Please return this questionnaire in the self-addressed, stamped envelope provided.
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APPENDIX B. VENTENATA CONTROL PRACTICES FOLLOW-UP SURVEY
The invasive grass, Ventenata, which is also known as North Africa Grass is a non-native plant that has established itself in the
Pacific Northwest in the past twelve years. It primarily affects fields which grow grass hay, or are used for pasture or CRP. The
purpose of this follow-up study is to assess if education measures helped producers improve management practices in controlling this invasive weed.
1. Have you heard of the grass, Ventenata (sometimes called North Africa Grass), prior to receiving this survey?
_____
_____

Yes
No

2. Have you seen the weed Ventenata growing anywhere in your county, whether in your fields, on other farms, or along
roadsides?
_____
_____

Yes
No

3. To the best of your knowledge is Ventenata a weed in any of the following crops or situations (either in your fields or
the fields of others)? (Please mark all that apply).
Field Type

I have heard of it in
these fields (Circle one)

I have seen it in these
fields (Circle one)

Rangeland

Yes No

Yes No

Pasture

Yes No

Yes No

Kentucky Bluegrass

Yes No

Yes No

Timothy Hay

Yes No

Yes No

Grass hay

Yes No

Yes No

CRP (Conservation Reserve
Program)

Yes No

Yes No

Alfalfa

Yes No

Yes No

Non-crop areas (waste areas/
roadsides/ equipment yard)

Yes No

Yes No

Other___________

Yes No

Yes No

Other___________

Yes No

Yes No

4. If Ventenata became established on your property how concerned would you be?
_____
_____
_____

Very concerned
Somewhat concerned
Not concerned

5. Is Ventenata growing on your property?
_____
_____

Yes  Go to next question
No  Go to Q20, page 7

6. How important is Ventenata control on your property?
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____

Very important
Somewhat important
Neither important nor unimportant
Somewhat unimportant
Very unimportant

Journal of Extension		

Volume 60, Issue 2 (2022)

Jones, Wallace, Painter, Pavek, and Prather
7. What percent control have you achieved on your property?
_____
_____
_____
_____

Greater than 90% control
About 75% control
About 50% control
Less than 50% control

8. Which crops has Ventenata affected on your property? (Please enter 0% if it does not appear in that field type).
Estimated Percent
Infestation in Fields

Estimated Percent
Reduction in Yield

Pasture

%

%

Kentucky Bluegrass

%

%

Timothy Hay

%

%

Grass hay

%

%

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP)

%

%

Crop/Field Type

9. Has Ventenata increased costs to your business in the affected crops?
_____
_____
_____

No
Yes, < $10/acre
Yes, >$10/acre

10. Has Ventenata altered how you manage your operation?
_____
_____

No
Yes, a little bit

11. Do you grow grass hay?
_____

Yes

_____

No  Skip to Q14

12. With respect to the following management practices in timothy or other grass hay, circle your answer:
Adopted the technique
(Circle one)

Considering adoption
(Circle one)

Harvest timothy hay at 4 inch height to make
timothy more competitive

Yes No

Yes No

Apply potassium and phosphorus in the fall
and nitrogen in the spring
to make timothy competitive

Yes No

Yes No

Apply an effective herbicide when one is
registered

Yes No

Yes No

13. Does Ventenata contamination affect export of your grass hay?
_____
_____
_____

Yes
No
I don’t export my hay
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14. Do you manage CRP?
_____
_____

Yes
No  Skip to Q17

15. With respect to the following mid-contract management practices in CRP, circle your answer:
Adopted the technique
(Circle one)

Considering adoption
(Circle one)

Burn in fall to control Ventenata

Yes No

Yes No

Burn in the spring to control Ventenata

Yes No

Yes No

Mow to rejuvenate stand and spray an herbicide for Ventenata control

Yes No

Yes No

Apply fertilizer if soil is deficient to make
grasses more competitive

Yes No

Yes No

Spray an herbicide and fertilize for Ventenata
control and make grasses competitive

Yes No

Yes No

16. Is Ventenata control required by Farm Service Agency (FSA) in your county?
_____
_____

No
Yes

17. Do you manage pasture?
_____
_____

Yes
No  Skip to Q20

18. With respect to the following management practices in pasture, circle your answer:
Adopted the technique
(Circle one)

Considering adoption
(Circle one)

Burn in fall to control Ventenata

Yes No

Yes No

Burn in the spring to control Ventenata

Yes No

Yes No

Rotate cattle to a different pasture when 50%
of the forage has been removed

Yes No

Yes No

Spray an herbicide and fertilize for Ventenata
control
and to make grasses competitive

Yes No

Yes No

Spray an herbicide along with livestock rotation when 50% of forage has been eaten

Yes No

Yes No

19. Has Ventenata in pasture caused you to take any of the following actions?
_____
_____
_____

Alter stocking rates
Change rotations
Other _____________________________________________________________________________

		

__________________________________________________________________________________

		

__________________________________________________________________________________
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20. Have you accessed any Extension related products or educational materials related to Ventenata?
_____
_____

No
Yes

21. Have you attended a workshop or field day that discussed Ventenata?
_____
_____
_____
_____

No
Yes, once
Yes, twice
Yes, three or more time

22. How would you prefer to receive information on Ventenata management from Extension?
_____
_____
_____
_____

Publications
Website
Field days/demonstrations
Other _____________________________________________________________________________

		

__________________________________________________________________________________

23. How many acres do you have under production (whether owned or leased)?
_________ total acres
24. How many years have you been involved in agricultural production? _________ years
Do you have any additional comments about Ventenata you’d like to share?
Thank you for your time. Please return this questionnaire in the self-addressed, stamped envelope provided.
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